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Theodor J. Geiger's Ideologie und Wahrheit, published in 1953, 
unrolled a sophisticated consideration of so-called objectivity. The 
author was mainly concerned with “ideology,” which he believed 
interfered with an ideal paradigm consisting of non-contradictory 
statements. He demanded a procedure for analyzing the genesis 





Garden Pond with Lotus in Flower: 
Where Coping and Absolutio Coexist
 in Tension
Markus RÜTTERMANN (Professor)
Nichibunken’s two journals, Japan Review and Nihon 
kenkyū, have likewise matured, benefiting greatly from the 
adoption of a rigorous peer review system and overhauls 
in format and design spearheaded by editors John Breen 
and Tsuboi Hideto. 
   Secondly, I would like to comment on the constant 
stream of visiting researchers from abroad, which is one 
of the special features of Nichibunken. The opportunity to 
interact on a regular daily basis creates a truly international 
environment. Other universities have established what they 
term “global” or “international” departments, but they 
do not hold a candle to Nichibunken. Imagine the vast 
numbers of scholars who have crossed our threshold during 
the past thirty years and the collegial relationships which 
have been forged! The guidance/direction that our faculty 
regularly provides cannot be adequately measured, but it 
has unquestionably served to advance the understanding 
of Japan globally and contributed to the development of 
Japanese studies overseas. 
   Since I seem to be overflowing with praise, perhaps I 
should briefly touch on the “downside” of work-life at 
Nichibunken. What began as a “paradise for scholars” 
(and still is for visiting researchers) has turned into a 
bureaucracy. Faculty are far too busy with committees 
and administrative duties, leaving little time for research. 
Regretfully, the situation does not look like it is going 
to improve any time soon, but I feel very strongly that 
a balance must be sought for Nichibunken to achieve its 
goals. That needs to be coupled with sound leadership 
and vision coming from within, rather than being imposed 
from outside. Observing how the current faculty are 
deeply committed to re-envisioning Nichibunken’s role 
as a leading international research organization, I have a 
positive outlook towards Nichibunken’s future as it enters 
its fourth decade. 






















































































   Certainly, we feel respect for the triumph over primary 
egoism and selfishness that is represented by terms like mushi 
(unbiasedness) and henpa nashi (impartiality) in Chinese and 
Japanese intellectual history. We also respect scholars’ noble 
dedication to conciliation and harmonizing of various individual 
desires. However, solutions to academic problems cannot be 
reasoned successfully by assessing motives. They must be fully 
researched and corroborated in the academic community. On the 
contrary, the exhaustive application of standards and analytical 
methods to diagnosis of motives would sooner or later lead to 
totalitarianism and dogmatism.
      Obviously there is no compelling causal relation between bias 
(or idée fixe) on the one hand, and cognitive errors on the other. 
Furthermore, cognitive processes cannot be isolated from social 
demands and concerns. After all, researchers, institutes, and the 
work of scholarly research are all surrounded by the natural and 
social environment. 
    “Cope with your environment!” This would be the essence of 
the critique of “critical rationalist” Hans Albert towards Theodor 
Geiger’s ambitious program as set forth in Konstruktion und Kritik 
(1972). We may consider Albert’s position a kind of pragmatism. 
However pragmatic one might be, we need to be sensitive to 
non-scholarly interference concerning the selection of research 
themes and research work itself and have some sort of bulwark 
to protect the autonomy of research (social engineering). 
    These days Nichibunken makes so-called “mass-culture” 
a subject of research.  In the current nomenclature and in the 
usage by some colleagues the term for “mass,” taishū, mutated 
to “popular” (whereas for the latter we have the words shomin or 
minshū).  At a time when anime, Japanese cuisine, J-Pop, and other 
products of popular culture are seen as offering export business 
opportunities and seemingly are promoted by the Kanto-based 
national government, Nichibunken entered into negotiations with 
the “Ministry of Cultural and Scientific Affairs” (a translation, 
not the official English naming, which is Ministry of Education, 
Culture, Sports, Science and Technology). Insofar as the institute 
is supported by public funds, it must determine the “needs of 
society,” strive to “recycle” its endeavors for the benefit of society, 
and “respond to demand.” Leaving aside the question what 
“society” means, we promised to do so, thus “coping” with the 
situation in the manner of a lotus striking root in the bottom soil. 
    Well, what about the term “mass” in sociology, or the term 
taishū, the way it is translated into Japanese? Just to give one 
example: After the formation of modern nation states in the 
nineteenth and twentieth centuries with their enfranchised 
citizenries, one influential group of scholars in the German field 
of sociology introduced the catch-all term of “shapeless” masses. 
The Psychologie des foules (Gustave Le Bon) was problematized 
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from their point of view: they were apprehensive of moving 
forces that would disrupt civilization and saw them as potentially 
responsible for a relapse into barbarism. In contrast, there was 
also another trend that avoided the categorization of citizens as 
one subject and examined the whole as consisting of different 
kinds of groups acting upon each other.
     When we launch a research program without clarifying and 
narrowing down the meaning of vague terms like “mass” as 
distinct from “culture,” we obviously become entangled in the 
political rhetoric of “demands of society”/“needs”/“recycling for 
benefit of society.” Furthermore, the critique and problematic 
inherent in the concept of taishū disappears, as if hiding in the 
dark without a trace.
     Speaking of “recycling for the benefit of society,” of course 
the research community is itself a part of society. When it comes 
to “coping,” just as the lotus is rooted in the soil, scholars start 
their work by transposing it into research projects defined by 
clear concepts. In other words, we transpose our universal physis 
(nature) into empirical and metaphysical inquiry. After that 
the lotus stretches for the “ab-solute,” aiming for the sunlight, 
astonishing and gratifying us with its tranquil pop. Brilliant—this 
tone cannot limit itself to primary expectations of the social 
environment. At least from the perspective of the behest to 
“Cope with your environment!” some may anticipate the kind 
of dialectic cultivated in, among others, a pond in the capital of 
“peace and safeness.”
(Submitted in English, Japanese) 
